
he Per sonal Re spon si bil ity
and Work Op por tu nity 
Rec on cilia tion Act of 1996,
more com monly known 

as the Wel fare Re form Act, was a far-
 reaching piece of leg is la tion. The law
elimi nated Aid to Fami lies with De pend -
ent Children (AFDC), Job Op por tu nity
and Ba sic Skills (JOBS), and Emer gency
Assistance pro grams. It re placed these
programs with the Tem po rary As sis tance
for Needy Fami lies (TANF) pro gram,
which pro vides time-  limited Fed eral 
as sis tance to peo ple through block
grants to States. 

The leg is la tion sets a time ta ble that States
must fol low to re duce their wel fare rolls 
and es tab lishes man da tory work re quire -
ments. Be cause of these work re quire -
ments, the law also con tains child care
pro vi sions. Un der the pre vious sys tem,
peo ple who left the wel fare ranks to 
en ter the work force of ten were worse-
 off due to low pay and high child care
costs. Be cause many wel fare re cipi ents
have chil dren, what the Wel fare Re form 
Act stipu lates re gard ing child care is
very im por tant, es pe cially given the 
work re quire ments for par ents con tained 

in the act. This re view ar ti cle de scribes
the child care pro vi sions of the Wel fare
Re form Act, dis cusses some of the 
is sues re lated to these pro vi sions, and
describes se lected State ini tia tives in
this area. 

What the Wel fare Re form Act
Says About Child Care

The Wel fare Re form Act es tab lishes a 
sin gle child care block grant—the Child
Care and De vel op ment Fund (CCDF)— 
con soli dat ing four ma jor pre vious child
care pro grams. Pre vious pro grams were
(1) Child care for AFDC re cipi ents who
par tici pate in the JOBS pro gram (the
Fed eral em ploy ment, train ing, and edu -
ca tion pro gram for AFDC re cipi ents),
(2) Tran si tional Child Care for fami lies
who are no longer eli gi ble for cash wel -
fare due to in come, (3) At- Risk Child
Care for low-  income work ing fami lies
likely to be come eli gi ble for cash wel fare
as sis tance in the ab sence of child care
bene fits, and (4) the Child Care and 
De vel op ment Block Grant. The first
three pro grams are some times re ferred
to as Ti tle IV- A child care pro grams.
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The Wel fare Re form Act es tab lishes man da tory work re quire ments. 
Be cause of this, the law also con tains child care pro vi sions. This re view 
ar ti cle de scribes the child care pro vi sions of the act. It ad dresses some 
of the is sues re lated to these pro vi sions and high lights se lected State 
ini tia tives in this area.
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The leg is la tion pro vides up to $2.97 
bil lion in Fed eral fund ing for the CCDF
in fis cal year 1997, an in crease of about
$600 mil lion (27 per cent) above what
would have been al lo cated un der the
pre vious wel fare sys tem (3). The CCDF
con tains three types of fund ing: Man da -
tory, match ing, and dis cre tion ary. Man -
da tory fund ing serves as a State's base
amount and to tals $1.2 bil lion in fis cal
year 1997. No State match ing is needed
to ac cess these funds. Al lo ca tions of
these funds to each State are based on
the high est amount of Ti tle IV- A child
care fund ing a State re ceived for fis cal
year 1994, fis cal year 1995, or the 
av er age for fis cal year 1992 - 94.  

Match ing funds, which amount to $0.77
bil lion in fis cal year 1997, are avail able
to States that main tain their his toric
level of Ti tle IV- A child care spend ing.
State child care ex pen di tures above this
level are matched by Fed eral dol lars up
to the State's al lo cated share of these
funds. The maxi mum al lo ca tions to each
State are based on the State's per centage
of chil dren un der age 13. 

As for dis cre tion ary funds, the law
author izes $1 bil lion an nu ally for the
next 6 years—start ing with $1 bil lion in
fis cal year 1997. Be cause these funds
are sub ject to an nual ap pro pria tions,
they are not guar an teed. The funds are
dis trib uted to States ac cord ing to the
pre vious rules of the Child Care and 
De vel op ment Block Grant funds. These
rules base State al lo ca tions on the State's
per cent age of chil dren who are un der
age 5, the number of chil dren re ceiv ing
free or reduced-  price school lunches,
and a State's av er age per cap ita in come.

A mini mum of 70 per cent of a State's
man da tory and match ing funds must be
used to pro vide child care as sis tance to
fami lies on wel fare, fami lies at tempt ing
to tran si tion off of wel fare, and those at
risk of be com ing wel fare de pend ent.
This is not sur pris ing given the work 
re quire ments for wel fare re cipi ents
man dated by the wel fare re form leg is la -
tion (see box, p. 43). How ever, par ents
on or mov ing off of wel fare are no
longer guar an teed child care as sis tance,
as fund ing is capped each year. A large
pro por tion of the re main ing child care
funds must be used to as sist low-  income 
work ing fami lies. Fami lies earn ing up to 
85 per cent of a State's me dian income are
eli gi ble for child care as sis tance.

States are re quired to have a sin gle 
gov ern men tal or non gov ern men tal
agency ad min is ter the child care fund,
and their ad mini stra tion costs are limited
to 5 per cent of the funds. Many services,
how ever, are de fined as non ad min is tra -
tive, in clud ing re source and re fer ral
serv ices. Be tween 1 and 2 per cent of
man da tory and dis cre tion ary child care
funds are re served for Ameri can In dian
tribes and tribal or gani za tions.    

The leg is la tion con tains a number of
other stipu la tions. It author izes a mini -
mum 4-  percent set-  aside of CCDF funds 
for “qual ity” pro vi sions. These pro vi sions 
in clude com pre hen sive con sumer edu ca -
tion for par ents and the pub li c and ac tivi ties
that im prove the qual ity and avail abil ity
of child care, such as re source and re fer ral 
serv ices. States are re quired to pro vide
child care as sis tance on a slid ing fee
scales—the lower one's in come the greater 
the level of as sis tance. 
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The leg is la tion gives States greater
flexi bil ity in de ter min ing re im burse ment
rates. It elimi nates the re quire ment un der
the pre vious sys tem that States pay for
child care costs up to the rates charged
by the 75th per cen tile of child care pro -
vid ers, sub ject to state wide lim its. Also,
the re quire ment that pay ments take into
ac count dif fer ences in the costs of pro -
vid ing child care in dif fer ent set tings
and for chil dren of dif fer ent ages is
abol ished. As un der the pre vious sys tem,
the new law ad dresses health and safety
re quire ments in child care set tings 
re gard ing the con trol of in fec tious 
dis eases, safety of physi cal prem ises,
and mini mum health and safety train ing. 
In ad di tion, changes are made to the
Child and Adult Care Food Pro gram
(CACFP) (see box, p. 44). 

Al though the wel fare re form leg is la tion
con tains man da tory work re quire ments
for wel fare re cipi ents, it al lows States to 
limit the re quired hours of work to 20
hours per week for par ents with a child
younger than age 6. States are pro hibited
from re duc ing or ter mi nat ing as sis tance
to a sin gle cus to dial par ent—of a child
younger than age 6—who does not 
work because child care is un available. 
Al though the law al lows States to 
de fine the un avail abil ity of child care,
this un avail abil ity is usu ally re lated 
to dis tance, suit abil ity and ap pro pri ate -
ness, and af forda bil ity. States may also
ex empt moth ers of in fants younger than
age 1 from work re quire ments. 

The Wel fare Re form Act con tains two
other pro vi sions that af fect child care
funds—al though in op po site di rec tions.
First, given the strong link be tween work
and child care, the leg is la tion al lows
States to trans fer up to 30 per cent of
money from their State Fam ily Assis tance
Grant, which funds the TANF pro gram,
to fund child care ac tivi ties for TANF 
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Work re quire ments un der the Wel fare Re form Act

Un der the Wel fare Re form Act's TANF pro gram, States were re quired to
place at least 25 per cent of adult par tici pants in work ac tivi ties for a mini mum 
of 20 hours per week in fis cal year 1997. Part of the re quire ment may be ful -
filled by edu ca tional en roll ment. These work par tici pa tion rate re quire ments rise
annually, peak ing at 50 per cent in fis cal year 2002. Re quired hours of work
per week for par tici pants also rise over time to 30 hours in fis cal year 2002.
Re quired work par tici pa tion rates are much higher for two- parent fami lies;   
at least one par ent is ex pected to work. 

States can ex empt sin gle par ents with chil dren un der age 1 from work re quire -
ments and ex clude them from rate cal cu la tions; they can also re duce re quired
work hours for par ents with chil dren un der age 6. If a State fails to meet the
work par tici pa tion re quire ments, it will in cur a pen alty of up to 5 per cent of 
its TANF block grant. The pen alty in creases by up to 2 per cent age points each 
year the State fails to meet the re quire ments, to a maxi mum of 21 per cent.  

States should have less dif fi culty meet ing the work par tici pa tion re quire ments 
of the Wel fare Re form Act in the early years. Con trib ut ing fac tors are the econ omy
and a State's abil ity to count re cipi ents' edu ca tional ac tivi ties as work. However,
count ing re cipi ents' edu ca tional ac tivi ties will be phased out, and more im por -
tantly, good eco nomic con di tions may not con tinue. If eco nomic con di tions
de cline, it will be more dif fi cult for States to meet the work par tici pa tion
require ments. One group of ex perts said, “States could in cur fi nan cial pen al ties 
at a time when they are most in need of re sources to pay bene fits, cre ate jobs,
and pro vide child care” (5).

All fami lies Two- parent fami lies

Fis cal 
year

Par tici pa tion
rate

Re quired hours
per week

Par tici pa tion
rate

Re quired hours
per week

Per cent Per cent

1997 25 20 75 35

1998 30 20 75 35

1999 35 25 90 35

2000 40 30 90 35

2001 45 30 90 35

2002 50 30 90 35

Source: Na tional Con fer ence of State Leg is la tures (5).



re cipi ents. This pro vi sion could add up
to $4.9 bil lion in fund ing for child care
as sis tance to the ap proxi mately $3 billion
pro vided by CCDF in fis cal year 1997
(3). Sec ond, the Wel fare Re form Act 
re duces fund ing for the Ti tle XX So cial
Serv ices Block Grant by 15 per cent per
year over the 1996- 2002 pe ri od. This 
affects child care as sis tance be cause
part of this block grant may be used 
to fund such care. In fis cal year 1997,
Ti tle XX So cial Serv ices Block Grant
fund ing was re duced from about $3 bil lion 
to $2.6 bil lion; the re sult ing re duc tion     
in State child care fund ing is un known,  
al though most States have used Ti tle XX
money to fund child care (3). 

Re view of the Wel fare Re form
Act's Child Care Pro vi sions

The child care pro vi sions of the Wel fare 
Re form Act should re sult in some sav ings
from con soli dat ing Fed eral child care
fund ing into one block grant. States are
now al lowed to stream line child care
serv ices un der one ad min is tra tive 
struc ture, whereas in the past, dif fer ent
pro grams had dif fer ent rules, regu la tions,
and ob jec tives. There may also be bet ter 
op por tu nity to co or di nate welfare- related
child care pro grams with State pre school
and Head Start pro grams than was the
case in the past (4).

The work re quire ments of the Wel fare
Re form Act will cause a sub stan tial 
in crease in the de mand for child care. 
Un der the TANF pro gram, States must
place at least 25 per cent of adult par tici -
pants in work ac tivi ties for a mini mum
of 20 hours per week dur ing the 1997
fis cal year. By the year 2002, this par -
tici pa tion rate rises to 50 per cent. If
States fail to meet work par tici pa tion 
re quire ments, they are pe nal ized up to 
5 per cent of their TANF block grant. 

States may set work re quire ments that
take ef fect even bef ore these Fed eral
man dates. As of 1996, 28 States re quired
peo ple to work im me di ate ly or within 
6 months of re ceiv ing wel fare bene fits
(6). Sev eral other States have passed
shorter work re quire ments that take    
af fect bef ore the Fed eral mandates.  

Al though States ini tially re ceive greater
fund ing for child care pro grams un der
the wel fare re form block grant than they 
re ceived un der the pre vious sys tem, a
ma jor con cern is whether the Fed eral
funds author ized will be suf fi cient to
cover the child care needs of both low-
 income fami lies on wel fare and those
who are not. 

An Ur ban In sti tute study con cluded that
the share of chil dren in need of po ten tial 
child care as sis tance who could be served
with the avail able funds author ized by
the Wel fare Re form Act is about the same 
in 1997 as under the pre vious sys tem if
States main tain their lev els of spend ing.
How ever, this still re sults in about only
one-  third of chil dren in need of child
care as sis tance be ing served. The gap
be tween child care fund ing and the need 

for child care as sis tance by low-  income
fami lies there fore re mains (3). 

The Con gres sional Budget Of fice (CBO)
con cluded that child care funds are 
ade quate for States to meet work- related 
child care re quire ments for TANF par -
tici pants. Fed eral child care sup port
over the long term, how ever, will not
meet the work re quire ments for TANF
par tici pants nor main tain cur rent State
spend ing for child care for peo ple in
tran si tion and at risk of go ing on welfare
(1).

Whether the Wel fare Re form Act suf fi -
ciently funds the child care needs of
low-income fami lies pri mar ily de pends
on two fac tors—eli gi bil ity and economic
con di tions. A State must first de cide
who is eli gi ble to par tici pate in the
TANF pro gram (at least 70 per cent of 
a State's man da tory and match ing child
care funds must be used to pro vide child 
care as sis tance to TANF par tici pants
and those leav ing the pro gram or at risk
of go ing on the pro gram). 
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The Wel fare Re form Act and the Child and Adult Care Food
Pro gram

The Wel fare Re form Act changed the Child and Adult Care Food Pro gram
(CACFP), which pro vides nutrition- related re im burse ment to care pro vid ers, 
in clud ing child care pro vid ers serv ing low- income popu la tions. The new law 
re tains the en ti tle ment status of the CACFP, but it re struc tures re im burse ment
rates such that lower rates are paid for chil dren cared for in fam ily homes out -
side of low- income ar eas and for non- low- income chil dren cared for in fam ily
homes where the pro vider fam ily in come ex ceeds 185 per cent of pov erty. Other 
pro vi sions re duce the in fla tion ad just ment of rates for all fam ily, child care
homes and re strict cen ters' re im burse ment to two meals and one sup ple ment.
Es ti mates show that these changes will re duce CACFP fund ing by $2.3 bil lion
over 6 years (5).



As with the pre vious wel fare sys tem,
States have broad dis cre tion in set ting
eli gi bil ity stan dards. If a State sets very
strict eli gi bil ity stan dards, fewer peo ple
would be deemed needy and fewer
would re quire child care as sis tance.
Given the cap on Fed eral funds un der
the Wel fare Re form Act, there is a fis cal 
in cen tive to set strict eli gi bil ity standards.
Some crit ics of the act be lieve the cap
will re sult in un rea son able eli gi bil ity
stan dards com pared with those of the
pre vious wel fare sys tem. As a re sult,
many poor fami lies will be clas si fied 
as not poor—and will not be eli gi ble 
for child care as sis tance.  

Rather than re strict eli gi bil ity, States
could serve a larger number of fami lies
by pro vid ing a lower level of child care
as sis tance to each fam ily. This is per -
mit ted—the Wel fare Re form Act gives
States more author ity in de ter min ing 
re im burse ment rates. This, in turn,
would in crease the share of child care
costs par ents would be ex pected to
cover. It could also re sult in par ents 
pur chas ing lower qual ity child care.   

Eco nomic con di tions will in flu ence   
the ade quacy of child care fund ing con -
tained in the wel fare re form leg is la tion.
When eco nomic con di tions are good,   
it is eas ier to move peo ple off pub li c 
as sis tance. Jobs that pay well are more
plen ti ful, and peo ple are bet ter able to
pay for child care with out as sis tance.
Un der these con di tions, Fed eral fund ing 
pro vided by the Wel fare Re form Act
may be more than ade quate. If a re ces -
sion oc curs, States would have greater
dif fi culty mov ing wel fare re cipi ents into 
the work force. Well-  paying jobs would
be more dif fi cult to find, and more fami lies 
would likely need child care as sis tance. 

The leg is la tion, how ever, places a cap
on the amount of Fed eral child care
funds that a State may ac cess. States do
not auto mati cally re ceive more Fed eral
fund ing as a re sult of greater child care
use by low-  income fami lies. Hence, in
eco nomic down turns, States may have
to de cide whether to serve low- income
fami lies on wel fare or low - income families 
not on wel fare. Un der the pre vious system, 
child care as sis tance was an en ti tle ment
(all who quali fied were served) for families 
on or tran si tion ing off wel fare. This is
not the case un der the pres ent law. In
eco nomic down turns, Fed eral fund ing
may not cover the needs of many low-
in come fami lies. States may have to 
de cide which fami lies will re ceive 
child care as sis tance. 

Even if the child care fund ing of the 
Wel fare Re form Act proved to be adequate, 
the is sues of sup ply and qual ity of child
care would re main. As States im ple ment 
wel fare re form leg is la tion and move
wel fare re cipi ents into the la bor force,
de mand for child care will grow. Evi -
dence shows a gap be tween the de mand
for and sup ply of child care. A study  
by the U.S. Gen eral Ac count ing Of fice
(GAO) found that in each of the four
cit ies and coun ties re viewed, of fi cials
thought the sup ply of child care for chil -
dren in cer tain age groups (es pe cially
in fants and school - aged chil dren) was  
in adequate to meet ex ist ing de mands,
par ticu larly those of low- income fami lies. 
GAO con cluded that un less the sup ply of
child care for cer tain age groups at these
locales in creases, the gap be tween    
sup ply and an tici pated de mand for 
child care is likely to be come even
greater as wel fare re form is im ple -
mented (7). 
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The qual ity of child care that will be
pro vided to chil dren of wel fare re cipi ents
who en ter the work force is also an is sue. 
Re cent stud ies have con cluded that the
qual ity of child care is less than op ti mal. 
One 1995 mul tistate study rated the
qual ity of child care as poor to me dio cre 
in 86 per cent of the cen ters sur veyed
(8). A study by the Fami lies and Work
In sti tute of fam ily child care and rela tive
care (care in the home of a pro vider not
re lated or re lated to a child) found that
only 9 per cent of the homes could be
rated as good, whereas, 35 per cent were
in ade quate (2). Although the study over -
sam pled in low- income and mi nor ity 
ar eas, this is where many wel fare
re cipi ents re side.  

State Ini tia tives in Child Care
Un der the Wel fare Re form Act

The Wel fare Re form Act's child care
pro vi sions will re sult in dif fer ent poli cies
among States. The Na tional Confer ence
of State Leg is la tures re cently re viewed
in no va tive State child care pro grams 
as so ci ated with the wel fare sys tem,
many of which were part of  ear lier 
wel fare re form ef forts (5). Pro grams in
Il li nois, Iowa, and Utah were re viewed.

Il li nois
A 1991 study of wel fare re cipi ents in 
Il li nois found that one of the ma jor 
im pedi ments to their find ing jobs was
the cost of child care and the “in come
dis re gard” as so ci ated with this cost (5).
The in come dis re gard is an in di rect 
re im burse ment from the State for child
care ex penses. The State dis re gards up
to $200 in monthly in come when cal cu -
lat ing cash bene fit lev els. The dis re gard
amount, how ever, was thought to be 
in ade quate to cover the cost of child 
care. 

In 1993, the State made sig nifi cant 
changes in pro vid ing child care to needy 
fami lies as part of its wel fare re form
pack age. The changes in clude di rect
pay ments to child care pro vid ers, which
re placed the in come dis re gard. In ad di -
tion, wel fare re cipi ents are al lowed to
keep two-thirds of all in come earned 
un til this in come reaches ap proxi mately
three times their cash bene fit level.
When this amount is reached, the per son 
is no longer eli gi ble for wel fare but is
still eli gi ble for tran si tional child care
bene fits. 

Based upon its sur vey, Il li nois also
concluded that jobs that wel fare re cipi -
ents found of ten had ir regu lar hours,
such as night or week end work. Il li nois 
ap pro pri ated $18 mil lion for ex panded
child care cov er age to ac co mo date   
peo ple with these schedules. Less than  
a year af ter these changes, the number  
of fami lies re ceiv ing wel fare that had
some earned in come in creased 58    
per cent. By De cem ber 1995, the State's
wel fare caseload had dropped by one-
 third (5). To ex pand its child care ini tia -
tives, in 1997, the Il li nois Leg is la ture
ap pro pri ated $100 mil lion to pro vide
child care for fami lies with in comes   
be low 50   per cent of the State me dian
in come.  

Iowa
Iowa in sti tuted the Fam ily In vest ment
Plan (FIP) wel fare re form pro gram in
1993. Mu tu ally agreed upon and signed
by par tici pants, the plan is de signed 
spe cifi cally for each fam ily's cir cum -
stances, pro vides for job train ing, and
sets a date for a fam ily to leave the 
wel fare sys tem. To help fami lies do 
this, the State pro vides tran si tional child 
care for up to 24 months and ex panded
child care cov er age to in clude those who 
leave the wel fare sys tem vol un tar ily 

and those who re ceive child sup port. A
study found that the number of par tici -
pants with earn ings in creased from 18 to 
33 per cent be tween 1993 and 1995 (5).

In 1995, Iowa es tab lished pri ori ties to
tar get those fami lies most in need of
child care as sis tance. The poor est families 
on cash as sis tance who work at least 30
hours per week are the high est pri or ity;
other pri or ity groups in clude young 
par ents in an em ploy ment/edu ca tion/
train ing pro gram, low-  income fami lies
with a special- needs child, and low-
in come fami lies work ing part time.
Iowa in creased child care funds by 
$4.8 mil lion (a 62-percent in crease) in
1996 to pay for its child care ini tia tives
and will con tinue the Fam ily In vestment 
Plan. In ad di tion, a pro gram for wel fare
re cipi ents at risk of long- term de pend -
ency is avail able through the Fam ily 
De vel op ment and Self- Sufficiency
Grant Pro gram (FaDSS). These grant
pro grams, which may in clude sup port
with child care as sis tance, pro vide
family de vel op ment and ad vo cacy for
par tici pant fami lies. 

Utah
At the be gin ning of the dec ade, Utah 
re vamped its wel fare pro gram. The 
new em pha sis was to find jobs for 
peo ple re ceiv ing wel fare in stead of just
pro vid ing cash as sis tance. To sup port
par ents in the tran si tion from wel fare 
to work, the Sin gle Par ent Em ploy ment
Pro gram was in tro duced as a dem on stra -
tion proj ect in a few ju ris dic tions. Under 
the pre vious State wel fare sys tem, child
care re im burse ment rates were relatively 
low. Utah cre ated a new pay ment
method whereby par ents were paid up
front rather than re im bursed af ter child
care was pro vided, and higher payments
were per mit ted. 
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A 1996 evalua tion of the dem on stra tion
proj ects found that only 14 per cent of
fami lies were still re ceiving cash as sis -
tance and not work ing 2 years later, over
half were re ceiv ing no pub li c as sis tance, 
a quar ter were re ceiv ing only Medi caid
and food stamps, and 10 per cent were
work ing while receiving cash as sis tance 
(5). Since 1993, the wel fare caseload for 
the State has de clined by 44 per cent (5).
The dem on stra tion proj ects in Utah 
be came state wide in 1997. 

Other State Ef forts
The U.S. De part ment of Health and 
Hu man Serv ices en cour ages partnerships
with the busi ness com mu nity in its
guide lines for State plan ning for child
care. Gov ern ment money can be used 
to cre ate a “Work ing Par ent As sis tance
Trust Fund” in a com mu nity or State. In 
1996, Flor ida passed a law es tab lish ing
a State child care, ex ecu tive part ner ship
to en cour age em ployer and foun da tion
sup port for child care. The law cre ates a
$2-million State pool to match fund ing
from the pri vate sec tor, with the money
being used to pro vide child care subsidies 
for low-  income work ing par ents. Af ter
suc cess fully lev er ag ing the $2 mil lion
from pri vate busi nesses, this State pool
was dou bled in 1997. Also in 1996, a
com mu nity de vel op ment cor po ra tion
was formed in Colo rado to pro vide
loans and other fi nan cial as sis tance 
to child care pro vid ers. 

In an ef fort to raise the qual ity of child
care, sev eral States pay a higher child
care re im burse ment rate to pro vid ers
who meet cer tain stan dards. For example,
Wis con sin re im burses un trained child
care pro vid ers at 50 per cent of the market
rate and pro vid ers who un dergo train ing 
at 75 per cent of the mar ket rate. Ohio
and Maine also have higher author ized
child care re im burse ment rates for 
pro vid ers who meet na tional child 
care stan dards. 

Con clu sion

Al though stated many times, this bears
re peat ing—the Per sonal Re spon si bil ity
and Work Op por tu nity Rec on cilia tion
Act of 1996 changed wel fare as we
know it. Work re quire ments for wel fare
re cipi ents are man dated. These re quire-
ments make child care even more crucial
for the new sys tem to be suc cess ful 
be cause child care is rec og nized as a 
pri mary ob sta cle to mov ing re cipi ents
into the work force. Hence the law con -
tains a child care block grant to States. 
It is un clear, how ever, whether the
block grant will be suf fi cient to cover
the child care needs of those re quired to
work and low- income fami lies not on
wel fare. A re cent study of five State
wel fare dem on stra tion proj ects found
that child care de mand in creased more
rap idly than ad min is tra tors had fore -
casted (5).

Sev eral State child care ini tia tives have
been as so ci ated with in creased work -
force par tici pa tion by wel fare re cipi ents. 
Some of this in creased par tici pa tion 
re flects gen eral eco nomic con di tions, 
that is, a low un em ploy ment rate.
Whether the child care ini tia tives have 
a greater im pact on work force par tici pa -
tion than eco nomic con di tions (or vice
versa) is un known. Un for tu nately, 
this is sue may only be made clearer 
if eco nomic con di tions de cline and the
un em ploy ment rate rises. If con di tions
worsen, it is im por tant that States not 
es tab lish such strict wel fare eli gi bil ity
stan dards that many needy peo ple do
not qual ify. Overly strict stan dards
would only mask pov erty prob lems.

The qual ity of child care pro vided to
chil dren of wel fare re cipi ents when
these recipients en ter the workforce is
also an im por tant is sue.  Re cent re search
has in di cated that child care is in short
sup ply and much of the coun try's cur -
rent child care is of less- than- optimal
qual ity (2,7,8). Be cause poor child care
may af fect child de vel op ment ad versely, 
States need to ensure qual ity child care
when mov ing wel fare re cipi ents to work.
Fail ure to do so may have harm ful 
long- term con se quences for chil dren
and so ci ety. 
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